






















had	kept	 and	which,	with	 his	 unpublished	papers,	 his	 family	 have	



















North	America	 is	 represented	 by	Albright,	Bright,	Childs,	Dentan,	
Freedman,	Irwin,	Morgenstern,	Muilenburg,	R.	B.	Y.	Scott,	Terrien,	
and	Wright.
The	excerpts	which	 I	 read	at	 the	conference	 related	 in	 the	main	 to	
his	choice	between	Old	Testament	and	Systematic	Theology,	nicely	
illustrated	in	letters	from	Adam	Welch	and	H.	R.	Macintosh.	On	10	
January	 1928,	 Porteous	wrote	 a	 letter	 from	Berlin	 to	Welch,	who	
had	encouraged	him	to	study	there	and	who	had	been	writing	to	him	
regularly,	sending	him	proofs	of	Jeremiah: His Time and His Work	to	
correct.	Porteous	kept	an	extract	of	this	letter,	in	which	he	explained	
his	decision	to	switch	to	Systematic	Theology.	The	letter	ended:
I don’t think I should be drawing back if I honestly felt that I 
could do, even in a small degree, creative work such as you are 
doing in the Old Testament sphere. As it is, I think I’d be happier 
in another line and perhaps do better work.
On	January	14,	1928	Welch	replied:
I am greatly interested in your letter and satisfied to think that 
you have found your bent and made up your mind as to what 
you want to work at .	 .	 .	 .	  My one regret is that I may have 
misled you, so that all this Arabic and Syriac, good stuff, has 
been wasted on you. I don’t regret the Hebrew: that will remain 
useful, but the linguistic time and energy have been wasted. Your 
next business is to switch definitively off to your new subject. 
Drop Syriac, drop the work you were planning about the Old 
Test., and get a new subject for your Cunningham more closely 
connected with what you want to work at in future. Don’t halt 
on two legs like the men at Carmel.
^
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The one thing you are not to be allowed to drop is correcting 
these proofs. It will do you no harm, only good, to have your 
name mentioned in connection with any academic work. It will 
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fitting that he should put together the papers for this issue. What is 
missing	 is	 the	 fascinating	 paper	which	Graeme	gave	himself	 (only	
hinted	at	in	the	above	Editorial	but	omitted	in	the	interests	of	overall	
length)	resulting	from	his	access	to	Professor	Porteous’	correspondence.	
Hopefully	we	shall	see	more	on	this,	if	not	here	then	elsewhere.
David Lyall
